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Oral history formally emerged as a field of study in 1948 and continues to expand 
through the present. Oral histories are primary sources with a focus on audio recordings 
of interviews, and many archives hold and provide public access to oral history 
collections. Because they present unique characteristics as archival objects, archival 
standards do not easily apply to oral history collections, and, despite the urges of those in 
the field, there are no widely implemented up-to-date cataloging standards.  Specifically, 
there is a lack in metadata content standards, leaving each collection to its own practices 
and procedures. The author analyzed content of existing documents to explore how 
archivists and librarians use metadata and archival description to describe oral history 
collections containing both analog and digital materials. The findings related to locally 
implemented metadata standards were used to develop a metadata content standard that 
can be applied to oral history collections broadly. 
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Introduction 
Oral historian Louis Starr defines oral history as the “primary source material 
obtained by recording the spoken words—generally by means of planned, tape recorded 
interviews—of persons deemed to harbor hitherto unavailable information worth 
preserving” (Starr, 1996). Since Allan Nevis launched the Oral History Project at 
Columbia University in 1948, various academic, historical, and cultural institutions 
nationwide have begun creating, collecting, and providing access to oral history 
interviews. These interviews, which are primary source materials, have been recorded 
and preserved in a variety of audio formats, as transcripts, as videos, or as some 
combination of the above. Oral histories as archival objects emphasize the preservation of 
the interviewee’s voice and story in an audio recording, setting oral histories as personal 
accounts or as primary sources apart from other archival objects like diaries or letters 
(Starr, 1996). Many of these interviews and their related materials are held in archives at 
academic institutions, and librarians and archivists act as curators by processing and 
preserving the materials before they can be accessible to the public (Baum, 1984). Since 
the explosive growth of programs and collections in the 1960s, oral history has 
established itself as a valuable resource both for scholars and for the general public. The 
number of oral history interviews continues to grow (Dunaway, 1996); however, despite 
its steady creation and use, there are not up-to-date, widely adopted curation and 
cataloging standards, particularly in description and metadata, for oral histories (Grimsley 
& Wynne, 2009).  
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The purpose of this research is to examine how librarians and archivists describe 
the contents, both physically (such as medium and quantity of materials) and 
intellectually (such as interview topics) of oral history collections. This research explores 
the different means of description (through online catalog records, archival finding aids, 
and database entries) with a particular focus on the description and metadata content 
schemas and precise elements used for both analog and digital oral history materials. This 
will establish a greater understanding of how description and metadata content standards 
should be established and implemented more broadly in oral history archival collections, 
particularly through online presentations of information. The Oral History Association’s 
guidelines address the creation of the interviews and transferring the interviews to an 
archive (Ritchie, 2000). The guidelines do not, however, provide advice on how to treat 
interviews once they have entered the archive, leaving a knowledge gap for archivists and 
librarians attempting to organize and describe oral histories. Baum (1984) first brought 
attention to this issue in 1978, urging librarians and archivists to develop standard 
practices in curating oral history collections to ensure preservation and future use. She 
suggested standard procedures for each step of archival processing, even proposing 
catalog entries for narrator, major subjects discussed, producing group, and “oral history” 
as material type, thus establishing basic descriptive metadata elements. Despite Baum’s 
suggestions, the lack of enforced standards persisted.  
In 1991, archivist Bruce Bruemmer again brought attention to the lack of 
cataloging standards in oral history collections, suggesting the creation of a USMARC 
Format for Archival and Manuscripts Control (AMC) record for every individual 
interview as well as establishing guidelines for the MARC AMC records (specifically 
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noting author, title, abstract, and subject heading) that would be communicated to all 
librarians and archivists working with oral history collections (1991). No such guidelines 
were effectively established until 1995 when the Society of American Archivists 
published the Oral History Cataloging Manual, which addresses description in records 
(Matters, 1995). The manual was adopted by some oral history collections but was not 
adopted on a national scale.  
Moreover, as significant progress in audio recording technology, digitization 
projects and the creation of born-digital materials, and online access has been made over 
the past 18 years, the manual is out of date in many ways (Grimsley & Wynne, 2009; 
Wynne, 2009). There appear to be a variety of archival description practices and 
metadata standards in both content and structure employed in different oral history 
collections containing both analog and digital materials. The lack of standardization may 
have an impact on the quality or quantity of description and metadata that archivists and 
librarians assign to oral histories and present online. The lack of standardization may put 
limitations on how patrons, archivists, and librarians search for material within 
collections, what they can expect to find between collections, and how they access 
outside material (because of inconsistent metadata fields across collections, for instance). 
This research seeks to explore the characteristics of the different types of archival 
description and metadata schemas presented by oral history collections online and to 
determine whether there are similarities or differences in description methods and 
metadata content between collections.  
For the purposes of this research, a finding aid is a “description of records that 
gives the repository physical and intellectual control over the materials and that assists 
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users to gain access to and understand the materials” (Finding aid, 2012, def. 2); a catalog 
is a “listing of items with descriptions” (Catalog, 2012, def. 2) and provides information 
about the material; a database is “information that is accessed and updated through 
software (a database management system) that has been organized, structured, and stored 
so that it can be manipulated and extracted for various purposes” and often provides 
access to a digital copy of the transcript and/or audio internally (rather than linking out) 
(Database, 2012, def. 1). In each case, when applicable, the author used the collections’ 
own label of each means of presenting description (as finding aid, catalog, or database) 
when collecting data.  
This research can aid in understanding the different ways archivists, librarians, 
and oral historians present descriptive content online for the oral history collections for 
which they are responsible. This includes archival description and metadata for 
collections with both analog and digital oral history materials. This research can also 
reveal which particular description and metadata content schemas, if any, these different 
collections employ, and more specifically, which fields or elements each collection uses, 
what the elements are labeled as at each collection, and the ways in which the various 
fields or elements are similar and different across collections. It is the author’s hope that 
exploring and understanding the method and content of describing oral history collections 
will aid in establishing more consistent and useful ways of promoting discoverability, 
providing access, and increasing usage of these materials. 
The research employed an extensive study research design with a convenience 
sample, employing both qualitative and quantitative data analysis, through a content 
analysis of ten oral history collections from the Oral History Association’s (OHA) 
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members. These ten programs will be closely examined through an analysis using 
existing documents, namely description and metadata presented in each collection’s 
online catalog, database, and/or finding aid as data. The analysis will center on particular 
description methods and metadata fields and elements in use. With this knowledge, those 
working with oral history collections could make changes in order to maximize the 
collections’ value and benefits for librarians, archivists, and patrons using the materials 
within and collections. Ultimately, this research aims to assist in proposing a metadata 
standard for potential adoption in oral history collections more broadly. 
Research Questions 
What are the ways in which archivist and librarians describe oral history materials 
online, and what are the similarities or differences across different collections? 
What are the metadata schemas and standards, specifically for content, used by 
different oral history collections, and are there similarities or differences among the 
different collections?  
Which metadata fields or elements would be best suited as a standard for oral 
history collections? 
Literature Review 
Research suggests that most archivists and librarians who interact with metadata 
see its merits in effective retrieval, dissemination, and use of materials (Wisser, 2005). 
However, there is not a consensus as to how to create or implement metadata in oral 
history collections. There is a lack of research in the literature for content standards in 
digital repositories as a whole (Park & Tosaka, 2010), particularly in oral history 
collections. Much of the literature in the field is either based in theory or outlines a case 
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study in a specific institution, and nearly all of the data is qualitative, leaving some gaps 
in understanding the present environment in oral history collections. Since oral histories 
gained prominence in the 1960s and 1970s among archivists, historians, and other 
academics as primary resources and documentary evidence, oral history collections have 
challenged archival theory and practice as they continue to grow (Swain, 2003). In fact, 
librarians and archivists have cited difficulty of adhering to an existing standard as one of 
the most prominent barriers in their work (Grimsley & Wynne, 2009). 
In part, this can be attributed to a bias toward printed works in traditional library 
cataloging, as well as a lack of awareness or guidance in cataloging materials with heavy 
audio components (Nicolas, 2005). This lack of cataloging and description standards with 
oral histories is especially problematic because so much of the value in oral history is the 
non-textual information that can only be captured in audiovisual materials, like tone and 
pacing in speech. These valuable features are difficult to capture in existing metadata 
schema, which keeps the potential for meaningful analysis of such features untapped 
(Frisch, 2006). Oral histories often include several materials, namely transcripts and 
audio recordings, which can be in a variety of formats, both analog and digital (MacKay, 
2007; Swain, 2003; Grimsley & Wynne, 2009), and archivists are presently engaged in 
some debate regarding how to manage and describe digital materials (MacKay, 2007). 
Dorner, Liew, and Yeo’s findings (2007) highlight the increased desire to discover and 
retrieve cultural heritage materials in a digital environment; 100% (n=18) of their 
respondents indicate that it is essential to have a high level of usability with digital 
resources, thus it is important to consider the digital environment when seeking solutions.  
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Other difficulties in creating metadata and archival description stem from the 
unique nature of the oral history as an item itself. Though often housed in archives or 
special collections rather than a library, oral histories are typically described and 
cataloged at the interview level while other archival materials are described at the series- 
or collection-level. Consequently, there is an inconsistency in that some oral history 
collections are treated as archival objects and others are entered into library catalogs 
(MacKay 2007; Frisch, 2006; Grimsley & Wynne, 2009).  
Oral historians and archivists have made general suggestions for tackling these 
issues. One approach is “metadata first” in which the priority is to create quality metadata 
that focuses on the descriptive and intellectual content, such as controlled vocabularies, 
rather than the technological means of entering the metadata. The metadata itself, not the 
technological framework, should promote access (Wisser, 2005). Additionally, there has 
been a push since the beginning of the twenty-first century for archivists to think of their 
work as creating records rather than simply acquiring them, which could allow for more 
opportunities, though vague, to alter a metadata record to best fit the needs of oral 
histories (Swain, 2003). Most oral history collections have taken the “creating records” 
approach and attempted to solve the problem by implementing their own local metadata 
standards and practices, but the need for a universal standard for sharing or merging 
records and collaborating across collections is clear (MacKay, 2007; Park & Tosaka, 
2010; Swain, 2003).  
Collaboration as means to promote access and to create consistent metadata often 
comes up in the literature. Librarians and archivists have indicated that a lack in 
collaboration across collections was a prominent barrier to creating access through 
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metadata (Grimsley & Wynne, 2009). Efforts involving collaboration with entities 
outside of the specific holding repository, such as promoting oral history collections in 
resources such as the National Union Catalog for Manuscript Collections, adding catalog 
records to OCLC, or including MARC records for the oral history collection in the library 
database have been suggested as ways to increase use, access, and consistency across 
collections (Swain, 2003), but there does not appear to be a clear method or widely 
acknowledged resource to facilitate collaboration. Wisser’s 2005 case study indicates a 
heavy reliance on collaboration in metadata creation to increase discovery and access to 
the materials. The project included working groups that sought to establish best practices 
and standards to enforce consistent metadata application across institutions. The project 
also included training sessions and consultations to promote the standards and tools the 
working groups developed. Despite the efforts, the differences among the institutions in 
the project (both in purpose and material) made it difficult to collaborate; they still used 
both EAD and Dublin Core as well as local standards, further reinforcing a need to 
examine how best to collaborate to promote access through consistent metadata (Wisser, 
2005). 
While the need for collaboration is clear but the implementation is difficult, it 
would be useful to turn to more specific tools that seek to promote usability, access, 
interoperability, and consistency in metadata and archival description across oral history 
collections. Frisch (2006) seeks to link specific passages of audio to descriptive metadata 
in the form of subject headings or key terms from the transcript. He proposes Interclipper, 
the tool he is developing, to mark time-stamps in the audio that map to the metadata 
relevant to that particular moment in the recording, increasing ease in retrieval and 
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searching within and across interviews (such as searching by subject heading). Doug 
Boyd of the Louie B. Nunn Center for Oral History at the University of Kentucky has 
worked to develop a similar tool called the Oral History Metadata Synchronizer (OHMS) 
in which audio is time-stamped and keywords and subject headings are indexed and 
mapped to related moments in the audio (Boyd, 2012), with the purpose of efficiently and 
inexpensively increasing and enhancing access and use of oral history collections since 
they are often so cumbersome (Boyd, 2013). The literature does not reflect any progress 
with public, large-scale implementation of Frisch’s Interclipper tool, and literature on the 
functionality and implementation of Boyd’s OHMS is sparse, although a March 2013 
article explains a new development in preparing OHMS for open-source distribution and 
using OHMS to work with common content management systems like CONTENTdm, 
Omeka, and Drupal beyond the University of Kentucky (Boyd, 2013). It appears that both 
of these tools are still being developed for public consumption, and it is hard to say if and 
how these different tools will be adopted by oral history collections or how they will 
impact metadata creation outside of their home institutions and collections.  
In order to address the inconsistencies of various archival and audiovisual 
metadata standards applied in oral history collections, Hunter and James (2000) tested 
another tool. They created a metadata model that established a relationship between the 
different manifestations of the oral history (like audio files) to metadata elements (like 
date and location), using common metadata schema like Dublin Core as a foundation. 
They tested the model’s ability to facilitate the creation of consistent descriptive metadata 
across online oral history collections, even when the digital objects adhered to differing 
metadata schema. The model was successful in identifying the relationships between the 
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oral history interview, the associated manifestations of each interview, and the 
descriptive content for each interview. This tool shows promise, but like the tools 
developed by Boyd and Frisch, the literature does not reflect many updates or further 
progress on making these tools available for general use. 
Walsh (2011) used the prominence of MARC records in oral history collections to 
her advantage in a case study in which she developed a method to switch oral history 
records from MARC to Dublin Core. MARC may not be advantageous in oral history 
collections because it is designed more for bibliographic cataloging than for archival 
description (particularly for items in a digital repository), but Dublin Core is flexible 
enough to facilitate archival and digital objects. She migrated batches of data from 
MARC using an XML input schema to a customized set of elements with Dublin Core as 
a base, offering options to include controlled vocabularies and default metadata in the 
submission entry interface. The migration was successful. Many oral history collections 
have locally implemented metadata standards in addition to MARC records within their 
catalogs, so this could be an efficient approach to standardizing and creating consistent 
metadata; furthermore, the documentation and workflow is available to be used or 
adapted by other institutions. 
Beyond specific tools, it is also useful to examine specific metadata schema and 
standards among collections. The literature shows some consistencies in which basic 
metadata elements to use. Dorner, Liew, and Yeo’s 2007 study indicates the desire for 
descriptive metadata, including name, occupation, gender, chronological information, 
location, and topics or themes. Baum (1984) proposed catalog entries for narrator, major 
subjects discussed, producing group, and “oral history” as material type, and Bruemmer 
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(1991) noted author, title, abstract, and subject heading in his proposal to create MARC 
AMC records for oral histories. Even within these basic elements, however, there are 
inconsistencies in field names (for instance, name, narrator, and author all refer to the 
interviewee). Conversely, MacKay (2007) puts forth a more comprehensive list of 
metadata, adding physical format, quantity, and physical/digital location of the item; 
project name; institution or program; proper names related to content; donor; restrictions, 
and instructions for permission to quote. Similarly, Walsh’s case study (2011) featured a 
large number of elements (some of which with titles inconsistent from those mentioned 
above), including title, creator, contributor, date created, relation (in archival series), 
subject (LCSH), publisher, rights, sponsorship, and type. The inconsistencies between 
element titles and coverage indicate the need to establish consistent elements and 
metadata schema. 
The literature analyzing the different metadata schemas and descriptive standards 
is sparse. As recent as 2010, Park and Tosaka note that there is a lack of literature 
analyzing metadata creation and practice in digital repositories at large, and it is 
especially so with oral history collections. The literature often focuses on either schemas 
or description, making it difficult to compare results or draw conclusions. Wynne’s 2009 
study gathered data on descriptive standards used and found that 25% (n=24) of 
respondents used AACR2, 12.5% used DACS, 0% used Dublin Core, 4% used the 
OHCM, and 17% used local procedures, while 42% either indicated “other” or did not 
answer. In Park and Tosaka’s 2010 study, where respondents indicated all descriptive 
standards they used, 85% (n=303) used AACR2, 37% used a Dublin Core application 
profile, and 28% used EAD application guidelines. Grimsley and Wynne (2009) gathered 
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data on the metadata schemas used (where respondents answered all that applied) and 
found that 45% (n=20) used a print finding aid, 45% used an online finding aid, 35% 
used full MARC, 10% used brief MARC, 15% used MARC in OCLC, 15% indicated 
other, and 20% did not use any. In Park and Tosaka’s 2010 study, where respondents 
indicated all schema they used, 84% (n=303) used MARC, 41% used Qualified Dublin 
Core, and 38% used EAD. Though not providing quantitative data, Swain (2003) 
indicates that there seems to be a split between oral history collections using MARC and 
locally implemented metadata schema, and MacKay (2007) indicates that archivists and 
librarians most often utilize MARC and finding aids as metadata schema as well as 
AACR2, EAD, Dublin Core, and locally implemented standards and schema. From this 
data, it appears that AACR2 is the descriptive standard used most, and MARC is the 
metadata schema used most, though much research is needed to verify this. 
 Park and Tosaka’s 2010 study on metadata creation and practices in digital 
repositories also examined the use of local standards and schemas. 38% (n=303) of 
respondents used local metadata schemas, and 21% used local descriptive standards, 
reflecting the need for collection-specific considerations. The leading criteria in selecting 
metadata schema and controlled vocabularies were the “nature of local 
collections/resources” at 77% (n=263) and “characteristics of target audience/community 
of local collections” at 58% (p. 109). These findings strongly suggest a need for both 
interoperability and collaboration between local standards as well as further examination 
of local standards. Given current conditions, interoperability of metadata between and 
across collections is not likely, hindering access, usability, and quality (as few are cross-
checked). The findings also indicate a strong need for a shared model for metadata 
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creation and entry that is interoperable across collections to ensure quality, consistent 
metadata, and to promote access and usability. It is precisely this need that this research 
is attempting to address.  
Research Design 
The author conducted an extensive study with a convenience sample and then 
completed a content analysis. The author gathered both qualitative and quantitative data 
from existing documents presented online in order to best inform the research questions 
(Wildemuth, 2009; Creswell, 2003).  An extensive study allowed the research to 
“discover common properties” and patterns within a particular population (Wildemuth, 
2009 p. 129).  
The author systematically captured the information presented online from each 
oral history collection in the sample. The qualitative data collected from the existing 
documents (including the labels given to the elements, description headings, and pieces 
of information in the databases, online catalogs, and finding aids) were recorded and then 
analyzed according to: the SAA definitions of a database, catalog, and finding aid; DACS 
(SAA, 2007) and Dublin Core (DCMI, 2012); and the author’s interpretation of each and 
the ways in which each collection used said elements and description headings in their 
online methods of description. The author analyzed this qualitative data through a 
directed content analysis, based on prior research and experience with the intellectual 
content in oral history metadata and description, to gain insight on the different themes 
present in oral history metadata and description (Wildemuth, 2009).  
Then the author analyzed the data gathered from existing documents to determine 
the methods of presenting description, the frequency at which different elements, 
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description headings, and other pieces of information occurred, and to identify repetition 
or differences both among the data gathered for each oral history collection and across 
collections. The data were tracked and tallied, then compared and presented in 
percentages and raw values, with the intent of establishing how often each method of 
presenting description and elements occurs across the sample. 
Sample 
The population of professionals dealing with these oral histories is small relative 
to the broader population of all archivists and librarians handling special collections or 
archival collections, yet as oral history collections are growing in prominence, the 
population is still underrepresented in the literature (Grimsley & Wynne, 2009). For 
clarity purposes, the author considers the collections and their affiliated staff that are part 
of the Oral History Association (OHA) to be the population, given the OHA’s role as the 
authoritative organization on oral history.   
The author’s sample consists of ten oral history collections affiliated with the 
OHA that the author found to be most similar to the Southern Oral History Program at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill because of the author’s employment and 
experience with the collection. By having a sample size of ten, the author was able to 
focus in great detail on a narrow set of practices based on specific archival description 
and metadata standards that are relevant to archivists and librarians who manage oral 
history collections. To select this sample, the author considered several factors of the 
OHA affiliated collections, including: presence of affiliated status with a university, 
population served, the purpose or research strengths, the online presence, the amount of 
materials in the collection overall, the types of materials (analog and digital), and the 
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amount of digital (digitized or born-digital) material in the collection. Preference was 
given to collections that are affiliated with a university, that primarily serve students or 
academics and other serious researchers, that have detailed online catalogs or databases 
specifically for the collection, that contain over 1,000 oral histories overall (analog and 
digital) and with at least 25% of the materials (either transcript or audio) digitized or 
born-digital, and that have a research or collecting focus in the American South. Not all 
of the selected oral history collections included all of the factors, and in such cases, the 
sample represents the ten oral history collections that the author feels had a satisfactory 
combination of the factors.  
The sample includes: the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill’s Southern 
Oral History Program, the University of Kentucky’s Louie B. Nunn Center for Oral 
History, Columbia University’s Columbia Center for Oral History, Baylor University’s 
Institute for Oral History, the University of California Berkeley’s Regional Oral History 
Office, Louisiana State University’s T. Harry Williams Center for Oral History, the 
University of Southern Mississippi’s Center for Oral History and Cultural Heritage, the 
University of California Santa Cruz’s Regional History Project, the University of Nevada 
Oral History Program, and the University of Florida’s Samuel Proctor Oral History 
Program. 
While the sample does not represent all oral history collections, the depth of the 
research could help to establish an understanding of the metadata standards used in oral 
history programs affiliated with an academic institution. Additionally, it appears that 
more oral history collections are digitizing or obtaining born-digital materials, so the 
sample may be reflective of future trends.  
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Methodology 
Once the sample was determined, the author referred to each collection’s link on 
the OHA website to access their official website. The author then began to gather data 
from existing documents presented online by each participant’s affiliated collection. This 
typically included a homepage with an overview of the purpose and history of that 
particular oral history program, a variety of resources such as sample deed of gift forms, 
and different means of presenting/accessing information about the oral histories in the 
collection as well as, in some cases, direct access to digital copies of the oral history 
materials themselves. This information was often spread out over several different 
websites, with content hosted and provided by several different sources for each 
collection. Beyond the home page, the description and metadata were presented and 
access was provided through online catalogs, finding aids, and databases for each 
collection. The author sought to find examples of all of these different means of archival 
description and metadata presented by each collection by thoroughly exploring each 
collection’s home page and other linked resources. 
The author recorded the different methods in which each collection provided 
description and/or metadata online (through finding aids, catalogs, and/or databases) in a 
spreadsheet. The author captured examples through links and measured this data 
quantitatively by tallying the total instances of each method all ten collections in the 
sample. See Appendix O for this complete qualitative and quantitative data for this 
portion of the study.  
For each of the ten collections in the sample, the author created a spreadsheet and 
recorded all of the different types of information presented in the archival description 
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and/or in the metadata from the online catalogs, finding aids, and databases. The author 
found two to three instances of each of these methods of presentation of information 
(when applicable) to promote comprehensibility; for example, the author recorded data 
from catalog entries of three different oral histories available at Columbia University, but 
only recorded new data for each subsequent entry (see Appendix C). The author recorded 
which piece of information came from which of the three instances. In doing so, the 
author recorded the exact title of the metadata field, the heading in the archival 
description (such as “Scope and Content”), and in cases in which the information was 
simply presented but not labeled, the author recorded the type of information but noted 
the lack of an official label by writing “not explicitly labeled.” If one collection used 
different terms to refer to the same piece of information across their various instances of 
presenting the metadata, the author recorded each term. For example, Louisiana State 
University’s T. Harry Williams Center for Oral History’s included the metadata element 
“Date of Interview” in their database and “Interview Date” in the finding aid, and both 
terms were recorded (see Appendix F). See Appendices A through J for the complete 
qualitative data from this portion of the study. 
Once the author compiled all of the different metadata and description elements 
for each collection, the author created a new spreadsheet in which the different metadata 
and description elements from each collection were compared and effectively mapped to 
both Dublin Core Metadata Element Set, Version 1.1 (Dublin Core Metadata Initiative 
[DCMI], 2012) and the elements in Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS) 
(Society of American Archivists [SAA], 2007). The author selected Dublin Core and 
DACS because of their acceptance and durability as standardized metadata and archival 
	   19 
description schemas, respectively, on a national scale. Furthermore, DACS was 
appropriate because many oral history collections are processed and preserved in an 
archival setting, and Dublin Core was appropriate since many oral history collections 
provide online access to materials. Many of the pieces of information presented by the 
different collections through their local metadata and description practices could 
correspond to multiple elements in Dublin Core and DACS, so the author mapped such 
pieces of information to all applicable Dublin Core and DACS elements rather than only 
picking the one most applicable element. See Appendices K (for Dublin Core) and M (for 
DACS) for the complete qualitative data from this portion of the study. 
After all of the different collections’ metadata and description elements were 
compared to Dublin Core and DACS, the author tallied the usage of each particular 
element or description heading (as categorized after being mapped to Dublin Core and 
DACS) across the different collections. The author also tallied how many collections used 
each particular Dublin Core and DACS element. The author noted both quantities to begin 
analyzing the usage of elements and the potentially implied importance of each. See 
Appendices L (for Dublin Core) and N (for DACS) for the complete data from this 
portion of the study. 
From the sample, the author generalized the findings to the larger population of 
archivists and librarians who describe the intellectual content of oral histories. 
Quantitative data best informed questions of how many oral history collections use 
certain methods of presenting description, archival description standards, and specific 
metadata fields and elements. These results were valuable in determining and supporting 
the standard the author proposed after gathering and analyzing data. Qualitative data 
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provided a greater understanding of the nuances within each locally implemented 
description practice and metadata schema, such as understanding when oral history 
collections give different labels to fields or elements that present the same type of 
information (such as creator, author, and interviewee all referring to the person who is 
being interviewed in the oral history). 
Analyzing existing documents (meaning online catalogs, finding aids, databases, 
and other online content produced by the sample) allowed the data to be gathered 
unobtrusively and could also allow the data to be more accurate and natural (Wildemuth, 
2009). Furthermore, conducting a content analysis was a useful approach because it 
allowed the author to focus on the recorded information from the existing documents 
from the sample (Wildemuth, 2009).  
Risks and Benefits 
There are not likely to be any ethical issues prompted by this research. There are 
no expected psychological, medical, or economical risks. The data gathered in this 
research is presented publically online.  It is uncertain whether participants will directly 
benefit from the research, but the research seeks to establish a greater understanding of 
the description and metadata needs, standards, and practices currently in use by archivists 
and librarians managing oral history collections. From this understanding of locally 
implemented metadata and archival description, the author seeks to propose a standard to 
best serve the greater community of professionals managing oral history collections, 
drawing heavily on similarities and archival trends at present. The findings could inform 
such practitioners (both the participants and others) in their metadata creation, and the 
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findings could also promote continuity and interoperability between collections, which 
could in turn promote ease of use and clarity across oral history collections. 
Content Analysis and Discussion 
The author examined the results that address R1 (What are the ways in which 
archivist and librarians describe oral history materials online, and what are the 
similarities or differences across different collections?). The author found that 40% 
(n=10) of the oral history collections used a finding aid, 60% used a catalog, and 100% 
used a database.  
These are not mutually exclusive as many oral history collections employed a 
combination of methods (of database, catalog, and/or finding aid) of providing 
description and/or access. For example, the Southern Oral History Program at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, in addition to the program’s dedicated home 
page, presents: archival description through an online finding aid through the Southern 
Historical Collection’s website, basic metadata through an online catalog entry through 
the University Libraries’ website, and detailed metadata as well as access to digital 
transcripts and audio recordings through a database powered by CONTENTdm (see 
Appendix A).  
When applicable, the author included finding aids at both the collection- and 
project- or series- level and catalogs at the collection-level (sometimes referred to as an 
“index”) as well as catalog entries for the collection within the affiliated university’s 
comprehensive library catalog.  
The author categorized each method according to the participants’ own labels. In 
cases where there was no clear label or the label seemed questionable, the author referred 
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to the definitions given in A Glossary of Archival and Records Terminology by the SAA 
for guidance when categorizing. Such exceptions are as follows: the author counted 
online exhibitions and digital libraries as databases given their characteristics and 
functions, and the Regional Oral History Office at the University of California Berkeley’s 
“Catalog I” and “Catalog II” links went to finding aids at the Online Archive of 
California, thus they were counted as finding aids and not catalogs. See Appendix O for 
complete data from this portion of the study. 
The author examined the results that address R2 (What are the metadata schemas 
and standards, specifically for content, used by different oral history collections, and are 
there similarities or differences among the different collections?). Results indicate that 
many collections use pieces from or combinations of Dublin Core and DACS, but no 
collections strictly and completely used either or both. Rather, each collection presented 
locally implemented elements and description as well. For the complete data, which 
features each unique element or description heading from each collection, see 
Appendices A through J.  
The author found 368 unique elements, description headings, and types of 
information presented across the various databases, finding aids, and catalogs. Elements 
refer to the pieces of information, most often in databases and catalogs, which are labeled 
rather than only presented. For example, in the SOHP database (see Appendix A), 
information is presented with a label such as “interviewee occupation” and the 
occupation, such as “Farmers” is also presented. Description headings refer to the types 
of information typically provided in a finding aid, such as “Scope and Content.” The 
remaining types of information are those that are presented but are not labeled or clearly 
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placed underneath a description heading, such as simply stating “Farmer” and “22 June 
1970” without any sort of “occupation” or “date” element label. The author specified 
such instances with a “not explicitly labeled” note. 
The author counted each instance of these elements, description headings, and 
other types of information as a unique instance for the particular site or page on which 
they were presented, even if the same content labeled in the same way was presented on 
another site or page by the same collection. For instance, Columbia University’s 
Columbia Center for Oral History presents the element “Location” in both their online 
catalog and in their access database (see Appendix C), but since these are different 
methods of presenting description for the content of the oral histories, each instance was 
counted individually. Similarly, the author counted each occurrence of the same 
information presented under different labels as a unique instance, such as the University 
of Kentucky using both “Creator” and “Interviewee(s)” to present the same information 
in the catalog and database, respectively (see Appendix B). In doing so, many of the 
locally assigned metadata and description elements differed from the precise titles of 
those in Dublin Core and DACS, such as a collection using “restrictions” but with Dublin 
Core using “rights” and DACS using “conditions governing access,” “physical access,” 
“technical access,” and “conditions governing reproduction and use” to document and 
provide access to the same set of information; in such cases, the author used her 
knowledge of and guidelines provided in Dublin Core Metadata Element Set, Version 1.1 
(DCMI, 2012) and DACS (SAA, 2007), as well as observations of what types of 
information each collection provided with the use of the metadata and/or description 
	   24 
element in question, to assign these particular elements to their comparable spot with 
Dublin Core and DACS.  
The quantitative results are as follows:
 
Dublin Core elements (DCMI, 2012) Total # 
corresponding 
elements (n=368) 
Total # oral history 
collections with 
corresponding 
element (n=10) 
Contributor 33 10 
Coverage 8 4 
Creator 32 10 
Date 25 9 
Description 24 10 
Format 16 7 
Identifier 15 9 
Language 9 7 
Publisher 18 7 
Relation 25 8 
Rights 19 10 
Source 26 8 
Subject 20 10 
Title 15 10 
Type 16 7 
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DACS elements (SAA, 2007) Total # 
corresponding 
elements 
(n=368) 
Total # oral 
history 
collections 
with 
corresponding 
element 
(n=10) 
Reference Code 15 9 
Name and Location of Repository 27 9 
Title 15 10 
Date 24 9 
Extent 16 8 
Name of Creator(s) 31 10 
Administrative / Biographical History 17 7 
Scope and Content 71 10 
System of Arrangement 0 0 
Conditions Governing Access 20 9 
Physical Access 18 8 
Technical Access 27 9 
Conditions Governing Reproduction and Use 15 10 
Languages and Scripts of the Material 9 8 
Finding Aids 1 1 
Custodial History 8 6 
Immediate Source of Acquisition 2 2 
Appraisal, Destruction, and Scheduling Information 0 0 
Accruals 0 0 
Existence and Location of Originals 23 8 
Existence and Location of Copies 10 6 
Related Archival Materials 32 8 
Publication Note 1 1 
Note 11 6 
Description Control 0 0 
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100% (n=10) of the different oral history collections had elements or description 
headings that correspond to the following Dublin Core elements: “Contributor,” 
“Creator,” “Description,” “Rights,” “Subject,” and “Title.”  100% (n=10) of the different 
oral history collections had elements or description headings that correspond to the 
following DACS elements: “Title,” “Name of Creator(s),” “Scope and Content,” and 
“Conditions Governing Reproduction and Use.” 
There were several exceptions or special considerations with this data. First, the 
University of Florida’s collection also presented detailed METS/MODS metadata, but 
because it was the only collection that had that type of metadata publically available, it 
was difficult to meaningfully compare to the other elements and was thus the author 
chose not to use it. Second, the “Scope and Content” quantity might be so high because 
the “Scope and Content” element itself can be used to present a large, broad body of 
information, making it difficult to exclude many locally implemented metadata and 
description elements from the collections beyond a more traditional, straightforward 
“Scope and Content” element on the collections’ sites. Therefore, the author was cautious 
when considering this potentially disproportionate quantity in proposing a standard and 
drawing conclusions. Third, the following elements were each used once by oral history 
collections but did not seem to correspond to either Dublin Core or DACS and were thus 
discarded: rating, hits, downloads, permalink, and metadata record. 
Limitations and Future Research 
The data collected in this research came from different publically available 
websites, including online catalogs, databases, and finding aids, affiliated with each of 
the ten oral history collections examined. Because the author accessed the public 
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interface but did not access any internal documentation on policies and practices guiding 
the librarians’ and archivists’ decisions on using particular metadata elements or archival 
description approaches, the author made some inferences but might have misinterpreted 
the ways in which the particular metadata and descriptive elements were intended to be 
used. Similarly, the author attempted to establish a comprehensive list of metadata and 
description elements used by each oral history collection by finding two to three 
instances of each type of presentation of information (such as recording metadata from 
three item-level metadata records in Baylor’s CONTENTdm database featuring digital 
oral history transcripts [see Appendix E]), but because the author did not access the 
particular workflows or frameworks for the schemas employed from the project client 
aspect, it is possible that the author did not include every possible element. Further 
research in which the internal documentation and schemas are accessed could establish a 
comprehensive list of each possible metadata and description element as well as the 
precise policies for using each. 
This research is framed as an extensive study, which allows findings from a 
sample to be generalized to a greater population. Because the author used a convenience 
sample based on specific criteria, there are inherent limitations in generalizability because 
of the both the small sample size and the lack of a probability sampling strategy. Because 
of the time permitted and the depth of research desired, a small convenience sample was 
necessary. Because the convenience sample features ten oral history collections affiliated 
with academic institutions and with large collections that include digitized or born-digital 
objects, the research may not be easily generalizable to all oral history collections, 
particularly those not affiliated with an academic institution. Further research is needed to 
	   28 
determine if the sample is representative of many oral history collections. Future research 
can expand the sample to include more oral history collections (including those not 
affiliated with universities) to further establish reliability and to be even more informed 
when refining this study’s proposed metadata standard. However, because the majority of 
oral history collections that are part of the Oral History Association are affiliated with an 
academic institution, the findings of the research could be generalizable to such 
collections. A small sample allows greater depth of research, which can potentially 
clarifying findings. Both the depth and the sample make this a worthwhile study, which 
can serve as a foundation for future research as there is a severe deficiency on metadata 
standards in oral history collections in the literature. 
Additionally, this research included metadata and descriptive elements for both 
analog and digital oral history materials, but the author did not differentiate between the 
two types when analyzing the data and proposing a general standard. Similarly, in the 
final data analysis, the author did not differentiate between which metadata and 
description elements were used in online catalogs, finding aids, and databases. Rather, 
this research can provide a general foundation of which pieces of information are 
presently included through the different methods of providing information about the 
materials online. Further research is needed to determine if material type and subsequent 
methods of access (namely analog, digitized, and born-digital materials) should be treated 
differently by librarians and archivists when assigning metadata and creating archival 
description. Further research is also needed to determine if different pieces of information 
(and if so, which) would be most useful specifically in an online catalog versus a finding 
aid versus a database. There appears to be a trend in both oral history collections and 
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archival collections at large to increase both digitization and collection of born-digital 
objects, so this sample may reflect this trend and therefore inform other oral history 
collections if and when they make the shift towards digital objects.  
Considering how metadata impacts the ways in which patrons use and access oral 
history collections is also potentially worth further investigation.  It could be especially 
interesting or insightful to compare both the ways in which librarians and archivists 
employ metadata (to use and access oral history collections) and the ways in which 
librarians and archivists perceive patrons to interact with the metadata with data actually 
generated by patrons interacting with metadata in oral history collections in future 
research. 
Proposal 
The author used these results to address R3 (Which metadata fields or elements 
would be best suited as a standard for oral history collections?). The author used the data 
to develop and propose a new set of the minimum elements archivists and librarians 
should use when describing oral history collections. Though there are several different 
measures of presenting metadata and description elements in oral histories, these 
elements best reflect the needs of databases (which 100% of the collections used) but are 
not bound to that format and are versatile enough to also be used in online catalogs and in 
finding aids. By including a standardized set of elements catered specifically to oral 
history collections, such collections will be able to include the same basic information 
consistently, helping to promote collaboration across collections, to make searching 
across collections less confusing and more uniform, and to promote continuity within the 
profession. 
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 The author drew primarily on the quantitative analysis (focusing on frequency and 
repetition of specific elements) to determine the set of elements to use as a foundation or 
as guidance in proposing this standard (see Appendices K though N). However, while 
many of the elements, descriptive headings, and pieces of information did correspond 
easily to elements in Dublin Core and DACS, mapping others felt like more of a stretch, 
and in some cases, the oral history collections’ needs did not seem to be sufficiently met 
by the elements provided in Dublin Core and DACS. Most notably, the oral history 
collections often used separate elements for both “interviewee” and “interviewer” while 
Dublin Core simply has “Creator” and DACS has “Name of Creator(s);” this does not 
effectively differentiate between the two important roles (of interviewee and interviewer) 
unique to oral histories. Similarly, though there were 33 instances of the sample 
collections utilizing elements or description headings that correspond to Dublin Core’s 
“Contributor,” the pieces of information given in such elements could reasonably be 
recorded in other elements such as “Interviewee,” “Interviewer,” “Collection,” and 
“Repository,” thus it was eliminated in the proposal to avoid redundancy. Additionally, 
there were generally fewer instances of elements corresponding to some of the explicitly 
archival elements found in DACS (such as “Custodial History” and “Immediate Source of 
Acquisition”); while this information can be significant and relevant to research with oral 
histories, it did not seem necessary to include such precise elements as those presented in 
DACS but rather to introduce the more general element “Provenance” which can still 
encompass this information. 
Given such cases, the author did not use quantitative data alone, nor did the author 
apply a systematic approach where an element would be included in the proposed 
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standard if it had X quantity of instances from the sample. Because of examples such as 
those expounded upon above and the nuanced, unique nature or oral history description 
(as suggested by the results of this study), the author chose to use the elements provided 
by Dublin Core and DACS as a strong foundation but to go beyond them to create a 
standard that reflects the nature and needs unique to oral history collections, namely 
through adapting some of the elements as well as eliminating and adding others based on 
the qualitative data. The proposed elements, along with a clarification note when 
applicable, for a new oral history metadata standard at the item-level are as follows (those 
with an asterisk [*] also apply at the series- or collection-level):
 
Element Note 
Interview Number Can adhere to local numbering / cataloging practices 
Interviewee As unique creator 
Biographical History Can include interviewee occupation, ethnicity, date of 
birth, and other information pertinent to the oral history 
Interviewer As unique creator 
Coverage* Temporal and/or spatial 
Date Of interview 
Description* Of content, such as abstract or summary 
Format - Transcript Of physical materials, file type; can be repeated for 
original or access copy when necessary 
Number Of Pages  
Transcript Access Specific conditions for accessing transcript (technical 
and physical) 
Format – Audio  Of physical materials, file type; can be repeated for 
original or access copy when necessary 
Audio Duration  
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Audio Access Specific conditions for accessing audio (technical and 
physical) 
Language  
Related Materials  Archival material, outside publications, and 
supplementary materials relevant to the oral history; 
links when available 
Restrictions On access, use, and reproduction 
Subject* LC and local keywords 
Title*  
Series* Larger project / group of oral histories that the particular 
oral history is part of; links when available 
Collection* Name and location of collection that the oral history is 
part of, e.g. Southern Oral History Program 
Repository* Name and location  
Provenance* Provenance, acquisition information, custodial 
information 
Citation  
Note Can include date published / digitized, and other 
information as desired 
 
Conclusion 
Oral history collections are a valuable part of many archival collections, but there 
is a lack of metadata and description standards among them. This often leaves oral 
history collections to their own local standards or to outside archival and library 
cataloging and description standards that do not best fit the precise needs of oral history 
collections. The literature acknowledges this lack of standards and the associated issues 
of interoperability, quality, use, and access, but the literature focused particularly on oral 
history metadata and description standards and solutions to these issues is sparse. This 
study seeks to fill this gap and create a greater understanding of oral history metadata 
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content standards and description practices in use. Through a content analysis of existing 
documents, the author learned more about the ways archivists and librarians are 
presenting information about oral histories online and which (and how often) particular 
metadata elements and description headings are used, and proposed a metadata standard 
for use among oral history collections.
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Appendix A 
Southern Oral History Program at the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill (SOHP, 2013) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Database - Item Level - Digital 
Object (SOHP & UNC-CH 
Libraries, 2009) 
Source: 
http://dc.lib.unc.edu/cdm/compoundobject/collec
tion/sohp/id/7909/rec/1 
Interview no.  
Restrictions  
Project  
Date  
Interviewee  
Interviewee occupation  
Interviewee DOB  
Interviewee ethnicity  
Interviewer  
Abstract  
Transcript  
Transcript access  
Number of pages  
Listening copy  
Audio access  
Listening copy file type  
Medium of Original  
Duration  
Notes  
Life history  
Field notes  
Photographs  
Tapelog  
Supplementary materials  
Citation  
Digital Collection  
Collection in Repository  
Repository  
Host  
  
Database - Item Level - Digital 
Object - Second Example 
(SOHP & UNC-CH Libraries, 
2009) 
Source: 
http://dc.lib.unc.edu/cdm/compoundobject/collec
tion/sohp/id/8509/rec/1 
Project description   
Enhanced online interview   
Subject topical   
	   42 
Subject name   
Catalog - Collection Level 
(UNC-CH Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://search.lib.unc.edu/search?R=UNCb245421
0 
Author   
Description   
Summary   
Format   
  
Finding Aid - Collection Level 
(SOHP & SHC, 2013) 
Source: 
http://www.lib.unc.edu/mss/inv/s/Southern_Oral
_History_Program_Collection.html 
Size   
Abstract   
Creator   
Language   
Restrictions to Access   
Restrictions to Use   
Preferred Citation   
Provenance   
Additional Descriptive Resources   
Sensitive Materials Statement   
Subject Headings   
Historical Information   
Scope and Content   
Title not explicitly labeled 
# Items  not explicitly labeled 
Series / subseries description  not explicitly labeled 
Interview number not explicitly labeled 
Interviewee  not explicitly labeled 
Interview date  not explicitly labeled 
Interviewee occupation  not explicitly labeled 
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Appendix B 
 
Louie B. Nunn Center for Oral History at the University of Kentucky (University 
of Kentucky Libraries, 2012) 
Elements, description 
headings 
Notes 
Catalog - Series Level 
(Louie B. Nunn Center, 
2013) 
Source: 
http://www.kentuckyoralhistory.org/series/18726/they
-say-harlan-county-alessandro-portelli-oral-history-
project 
Series ID  
Collection   
Description   
Themes   
LC Subjects   
Master Type   
Number of Interviews   
  
Catalog - Item Level (Louie 
B. Nunn Center, 2013) 
Source: 
http://www.kentuckyoralhistory.org/interviews/22615 
Accession Number   
Interviewee   
Interviewer   
Interview Date   
Format   
Interview Restricted   
Collection   
Series   
Catalog - Item Level - 
Second Example (Louie B. 
Nunn Center, 2013) 
Source: 
http://www.kentuckyoralhistory.org/interviews/19445 
Keywords  
Catalog - Item Level - 
Third Example (Louie B. 
Nunn Center, 2013) 
Source: 
http://www.kentuckyoralhistory.org/interviews/24607 
Summary  
  
Catalog - Item Level on 
Series Page (Louie B. Nunn 
Center, 2013) 
Source: 
http://www.kentuckyoralhistory.org/series/18830/west
ern-kentucky-farms-oral-history-project 
Interviewee(s)   
Interview Date   
Call Number   
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Interviewer   
Access   
Transcript   
  
Database - Item Level - 
Digital Object (University 
of Kentucky Special 
Collections, 2013) 
Source: 
http://exploreuk.uky.edu/catalog/xt7k3j390t9b/details 
Title   
Creator   
Format   
Publication date   
Date digitized   
Description   
Language   
Publisher   
Repository   
Type   
Subject   
Source   
Metadata record   
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Appendix C 
Columbia Center for Oral History at Columbia University (Columbia Center for 
Oral History, 2013) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Catalog - Series Level (Columbia University 
Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://clio.cul.columbia.edu:
7018/vwebv/holdingsInfo?b
ibId=4072543 
Title   
Description   
Restrictions   
LC Subjects   
Location   
Call Number   
Status   
Other Subject Terms   
Summary   
Indexes   
Notes   
Provenance   
Material Type   
  
Database - Series Level (Columbia Center for Oral 
History & Columbia University Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://oralhistoryportal.cul.c
olumbia.edu/document.php?
id=ldpd_4072543 
Project   
Phys. Desc.   
Location   
Scope And Content   
Subject   
Access Conditions  
Database - Item Level (Columbia Center for Oral 
History & Columbia University Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://oralhistoryportal.cul.c
olumbia.edu/document.php?
id=ldpd_10100890 
Biographical Note   
Author   
In   
Also Listed Under   
Biographical / Historical Note   
Languages   
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Material Type   
Database - Item Level - Second Example (Columbia 
Center for Oral History & Columbia University 
Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://oralhistoryportal.cul.c
olumbia.edu/document.php?
id=ldpd_4074338 
Creator At Item Description Page  
Database - Item Level - Digital Object - Third 
Example (Columbia Center for Oral History & 
Columbia University Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://oralhistoryportal.cul.c
olumbia.edu/document.php?
id=ldpd_8954358 
Digital Content  
  
Second Catalog  - Item Level (Columbia University 
Libraries / Information Services, 2013). 
Source: 
http://clio.columbia.edu/cata
log/8954358 
Acquired On   
Other Titles   
Abstract   
Subjects (Genre)   
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Appendix D 
Regional Oral History Office at the University of California Berkeley (Regents of 
the University of California & Regional Oral History Office, 2013) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Finding Aid - Collection Level (Online 
Archive of California, 2009) 
Source: 
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13
030/tf4s200481/ 
Collection Title  
Date (inclusive)  
Creator   
Repository   
Languages Represented   
Access   
Publication Rights   
Funding   
Restrictions   
Availability   
Finding Aid - Item Level (Online 
Archive of California, 2009) 
Source: 
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13
030/tf4s200481/dsc/#dsc-1.3.7 
Name  not explicitly labeled 
Dates  not explicitly labeled 
Occupation  not explicitly labeled 
Title  not explicitly labeled 
Year of Interview  not explicitly labeled 
Pages  not explicitly labeled 
Scope and Content Note  not explicitly labeled 
Additional Note  not explicitly labeled 
  
Database - Item Level - Digital Object 
(Regents of the University of California, 
2013) 
Source: 
http://content.cdlib.org/view?docId=hb9
38nb6fv;NAAN=13030&doc.view=fram
es&chunk.id=div00001&toc.depth=1&to
c.id=&brand=calisphere 
Use Restrictions  not explicitly labeled 
Acknowledgements  not explicitly labeled 
Interview History  not explicitly labeled 
Biographical Sketch  not explicitly labeled 
Introduction  not explicitly labeled 
Project Description  not explicitly labeled 
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Database - Series Level - Digital Objects 
(Regents of the University of California 
& Regional Oral History Office, 2013) 
Source: 
http://bancroft.berkeley.edu/ROHO/proje
cts/artistsdis/index.html 
Interviewee not explicitly labeled 
Occupation  not explicitly labeled 
Biographical Sketch  not explicitly labeled 
Link to Interviewee's Website  not explicitly labeled 
Link to Transcript  not explicitly labeled 
Database - Series Level - Digital Objects 
- Second Example (Regents of the 
University of California & Regional 
Oral History Office, 2013) 
Source: 
http://bancroft.berkeley.edu/ROHO/colle
ctions/subjectarea/ics_movements/girls_
club.html 
Project Description not explicitly labeled 
Interviewees  not explicitly labeled 
Interviewers  not explicitly labeled 
Years Conducted  not explicitly labeled 
Number of Pages  not explicitly labeled 
Year Published not explicitly labeled 
  
Second Database - Item Level - Digital 
Object (Internet Archive, 2010) 
Source: 
http://archive.org/details/solvingjournalis
00chamrich 
Author   
Subject   
Possible copyright status   
Language   
Call number   
Digitizing sponsor   
Book contributor   
Collection   
 
  
	   49 
Appendix E 
Institute for Oral History at Baylor University (Baylor University Institute for 
Oral History, 2013) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Database - Item Level - Digital Object (Baylor 
University Institute for Oral History & Baylor 
University Libraries Digital Collections, 2013) 
Source: 
http://digitalcollections.bay
lor.edu/cdm/compoundobje
ct/collection/buioh/id/6589 
Interviewee   
Interviewer   
Title   
Interview details   
Number of interviews   
Interview Date(s)   
Item type   
Genre   
Description, transcript   
Description, sound recordings   
Project   
Subproject   
Summary   
Sponsor   
Sponsor Location   
Genre source   
Database - Item Level - Digital Object - Second 
Example (Baylor University Institute for Oral 
History & Baylor University Libraries Digital 
Collections, 2013) 
Source: 
http://digitalcollections.bay
lor.edu/cdm/compoundobje
ct/collection/buioh/id/3117/
rec/2 
Subject -- Library of Congress   
Rights   
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Appendix F 
T. Harry Williams Center for Oral History at Louisiana State University 
(Louisiana State University Libraries Special Collections, 2011) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Database - Item Level (Louisiana State 
University Libraries Special Collections, 
2011) 
Source: 
http://www.lib.lsu.edu/special/willia
ms/abstracts/acadian/clark.gladys.05
12.htm 
Interviewee Name   
Collection   
Identification   
Interviewer   
Project   
Interview Dates   
Focus Dates   
Abstract   
Tape   
# Pages Transcript   
Other Materials   
Restrictions   
Total Playing Time   
  
Database - Series Level (Louisiana State 
University Libraries Special Collections, 
2011) 
Source: 
http://www.lib.lsu.edu/special/willia
ms/collections/acadian.html 
Number of Interviews   
Time Period Covered   
Date Conducted   
Principle Interviewers   
Processing Status   
Finding Aids   
Project Description   
Database - Series Level - Second Example 
(Louisiana State University Libraries 
Special Collections, 2011) 
Source: 
http://www.lib.lsu.edu/special/willia
ms/collections/indian.html 
Dates of Interviews   
Audio Availability   
Description   
Note   
  
Finding Aid - Series Level (Louisiana State 
University Libraries Special Collections, 
Source: 
http://www.lib.lsu.edu/special/willia
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2011) ms/abstracts/indian/T838.ind 
Interviewee Names   
Collection   
Identification   
Interviewers   
Series   
Interview Date   
Total Playing Time   
Other Materials   
Restrictions   
Note   
Index   
  
Second Database - Item Level - Digital 
Object 
Source: 
http://www.louisianadigitallibrary.or
g/cdm/singleitem/collection/p12070
1coll22/id/6/rec/1 
Listen to Audio  
Title   
Interviewee   
Date(s) of interview   
Interviewer   
Summary   
Abstract   
Biographical Information   
Subjects   
Digital Collection   
Repository   
Digital reproduction information   
Cite As   
Restrictions   
Format   
Contact And Ordering Information   
Item URL  
Collection URL  
Rating   
  
Second Database - Series Level - Digital 
Object (Louisiana Digital Library, 2013) 
Source: 
http://www.louisianadigitallibrary.or
g/cdm/singleitem/collection/THW/id
/59 
Series Title   
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Access Interviews   
Time Period Covered   
Dates Of Interviews   
Principle Interviewers   
List Of Interviewees   
Subject   
Description   
Rating   
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Appendix G 
Center for Oral History and Cultural Heritage at the University of Southern 
Mississippi (University of Southern Mississippi, 2012) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Catalog - Collection Level (University of Southern 
Mississippi, 2012) 
Source: 
http://www.usm.edu/oral-
history/oral-history-
collections-z 
Interviewee Name  not explicitly labeled 
Occupation not explicitly labeled 
V. Number not explicitly labeled 
Date  not explicitly labeled 
Location  not explicitly labeled 
Topical Keywords  not explicitly labeled 
Restrictions on Tape and Manuscripts  not explicitly labeled 
Discussed in  not explicitly labeled 
Mentioned in  not explicitly labeled 
See Also  not explicitly labeled 
  
Database - Item Level - Digital Object (University 
of Southern Mississippi Digital Collections, 2013) 
Source: 
http://digilib.usm.edu/cdm/co
mpoundobject/collection/coh/i
d/1682/rec/2 
Title   
Description   
Date of interview   
Interviewer   
Coverage (time period)  
Resource type   
Format    
Language   
Publisher   
Contributors   
Notes   
Rights   
Contributing institution   
Digital repository   
Digital collection   
File size   
File extension   
Identifier   
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File name   
Transcript   
Database - Item Level - Digital Object - Second 
Example (University of Southern Mississippi 
Digital Collections, 2013) 
Source: 
http://digilib.usm.edu/cdm/co
mpoundobject/collection/coh/i
d/14740/rec/21 
Interviewee   
Volume    
Collection   
Subject   
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Appendix H 
Regional History Project at the University of California Santa Cruz (University 
of California Santa Cruz University Libraries, 2013) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Catalog - Item Level (University of California 
Santa Cruz University Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://library.ucsc.edu/reg-
hist/amaro 
Interviewee not explicitly labeled 
Occupation not explicitly labeled 
Location  not explicitly labeled 
Years of Life   not explicitly labeled 
Project  not explicitly labeled 
Abstract  not explicitly labeled 
Pages  not explicitly labeled 
Languages not explicitly labeled 
Catalog - Item Level - Second Example 
(University of California Santa Cruz University 
Libraries, 2013) 
Source: 
http://library.ucsc.edu/reg-
hist/alta 
Title  not explicitly labeled 
Years Flourished  not explicitly labeled 
Year of Interview  not explicitly labeled 
Link To PDF At E-Scholarship  not explicitly labeled 
  
Database - Item Level - Digital Object 
(University of California, & California Digital 
Library, 2013) 
Source: 
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/6
173d6k4 
Title   
Author   
Publication Date   
Series   
Publication Info   
Permalink   
Keywords   
Hits   
Downloads   
Similar Items   
  
Second Database - Item Level - Digital Object 
(University of California Santa Cruz Digital 
Collections, 2013) 
Source: http://digitalcollections. 
ucsc.edu/cdm/compoundobject/c
ollection/p265101coll13/id/3510 
Call Number   
Title   
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Series Title   
Creator   
Publisher   
Date of Publication   
Description / Abstract   
Subject.LCSH   
Geographic Location.TGN   
Language   
Type   
Original Size   
Owning Institution & Contact Info   
Owning Institution Homepage   
Copyright Statement   
Viewing Note   
Second Database - Item Level - Digital Object - 
Second Example (University of California Santa 
Cruz Digital Collections, 2013) 
Source: 
http://digitalcollections.ucsc.edu
/cdm/compoundobject/collection
/p15130coll2/id/81/rec/2 
Subject.Local   
  
Finding Aid - Series Level (Online Archive of 
California, 2009) 
Source: 
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid
/ark:/13030/tf396nb2dv/admin/ 
Collection Title   
Collection Number   
Date (inclusive)  
Creator   
Extent   
Repository   
Abstract   
Physical Location   
Language   
Access   
Publication Rights   
Preferred Citations   
Acquisition Information   
Biography   
Note   
Scope And Content   
Indexing Terms   
Related Works   
Separate Materials   
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Appendix I 
University of Nevada Oral History Program (University of Nevada Oral History 
Program, 2013) 
Elements, description 
headings 
Notes 
Database - Series Level 
- Digital Objects 
(University of Nevada 
Oral History Program, 
2013) 
Source: 
http://contentdm.library.unr.edu/cdm4/browse.php?&CIS
ORESTMP=results.php&CISOVIEWTMP=item_viewer.p
hp&CISOMODE=grid&CISOGRID=oral,A,1;title,A,1;su
bjec,A,0;descri,200,0;interv,A,0;20;oral,none,none,none,n
one&CISOBIB=title,A,1,N;oral,A,0,N;intera,200,0,N;non
e,A,0,N;none,A,0,N;20;title,none,none,none,none&CISOT
HUMB=20%20%284x5%29;title,none,none,none,none&C
ISOTITLE=20;title,none,none,none,none&CISOHIERA=
20;oral,title,none,none,none&CISOSUPPRESS=1&CISO
TYPE=browse&CISOROOT=%2Funohp 
Oral History #   
Title   
LC Subject Heading   
Description   
Interview Date   
  
Database - Item Level - 
Digital Object 
(University of Nevada 
Oral History Program, 
2013) 
Source: 
http://contentdm.library.unr.edu/cdm4/document.php?CIS
OROOT=/unohp&CISOPTR=162&REC=1 
Title  not explicitly labeled 
Interviewee  not explicitly labeled 
Date Interviewed not explicitly labeled 
Published  not explicitly labeled 
Interviewer  not explicitly labeled 
UNOHP Catalog #  not explicitly labeled 
Description  not explicitly labeled 
Copyright / Use Notes  not explicitly labeled 
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Appendix J 
Samuel Proctor Oral History Program at the University of Florida (University of 
Florida Department of History & Samuel Proctor Oral History Program, 2012) 
Elements, description headings Notes 
Database - Item Level - Digital Object (University of 
Florida Digital Collections, 2011) 
Source: 
http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF0
0006958/00001/citation 
Permanent Link   
Title   
Physical Description   
Language   
Creator   
Publication Date   
Source Institution   
Holding Location   
Rights Management   
System ID  
Database - Item Level - Digital Object - Second Example 
(University of Florida Digital Collections, 2011) 
Source: 
http://ufdc.ufl.edu/AA0
0004323/00002/citation 
Subject / Keywords   
Summary   
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Appendix K 
Dublin Core 
elements 
(DCMI, 2012) 
Southern Oral History 
Program at the 
University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill 
Louie B. Nunn 
Center for Oral 
History at the 
University of 
Kentucky 
Columbia 
Center for 
Oral History 
at Columbia 
University 
Contributor Interviewer, Interviewee, 
Author, Creator  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer, 
Interviewee(s)  
Author  
Coverage    
Creator Interviewer, Interviewee, 
Author, Creator  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer, 
Interviewee(s), 
Creator  
Author  
Date Date, Interview Date  Interview Date, Date 
digitized, Publication 
date  
 
Description Abstract, Project 
description, Description, 
Summary, Series / 
subseries description  
Description, 
Summary  
Description, 
Summary, 
Abstract  
Format  Transcript, Listening copy 
file type, Medium of 
Original, Format 
Master Type, Format  Phys. Desc.  
Identifier Interview No., Interview 
number 
Series ID, Accession 
Number, Call 
Number  
Call Number  
Language Language  Language  Languages  
Publisher Digital Collection, 
Collection in Repository, 
Repository, Host 
Collection, 
Collection, Series, 
Publisher, Repository  
 
Relation Project, Additional 
Descriptive Resources  
 Indexes, In, 
Also Listed 
Under  
Rights Restrictions, Restrictions 
to Access, Restrictions to 
Use, Sensitive Materials 
Statement  
Access  Access 
Conditions, 
Restrictions  
Source Project Collection, 
Collection, Series, 
Source  
Project, 
Indexes, In, 
Also Listed 
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Under  
Subject Subject topical, Subject 
name, Subject Headings  
Themes, LC Subjects, 
Keywords  
Subject, LC 
Subjects, 
Other Subject 
Terms, 
Subjects 
(Genre)  
Title Title Title  Title, Other 
Titles  
Type Transcript, Medium of 
Original, Life history, 
Field notes, Photographs, 
Tapelog, Supplementary 
materials 
Master Type, Type  Phys. Desc., 
Material Type  
 
Dublin Core 
elements 
(DCMI, 2012) 
Regional Oral History 
Office at the University 
of California Berkeley 
Institute for 
Oral History at 
Baylor 
University 
T. Harry Williams 
Center for Oral 
History at 
Louisiana State 
University 
Contributor Acknowledgements, 
Author, Creator, 
Digitizing sponsor, 
Interviewee(s)*, Name  
Interviewee, 
Sponsor, 
Interviewer  
Interviewee, 
Interviewee Name, 
Interviewee 
Name(s)*, 
Interviewer(s)*, 
Principle 
Interviewers  
Coverage  Interview details  Focus Dates, Time 
Period Covered  
Creator Author, Creator, 
Interviewee(s)*, 
Interviewers, Name  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer(s)*, 
Interviewee 
Name(s)*, Principle 
Interviewers  
Date Year Of Interview, Year 
Published, Years 
Conducted, Date 
(inclusive), Dates  
Interview Details, 
Interview Date(s)  
Date Conducted, 
Date(s) Of 
interview(s)*, 
Interview Date(s)* 
Description Project Description, 
Introduction  
(Description, 
transcript), 
Summary, 
(Description, 
sound recordings) 
Abstract, 
Description, 
Identification, 
Project Description  
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Format    # Pages Transcript, 
Audio Availability, 
Digital reproduction 
Information, Format  
Identifier Call number   Tape  
Language Language, Languages 
Represented  
  
Publisher Acknowledgements, 
Repository, Digitizing 
sponsor, Book 
contributor  
Sponsor, Genre 
source  
 
Relation Collection, Link To 
Interviewee's Website  
Project, 
Subproject  
Index, List of 
Interviewees, Other 
Materials, Series, 
Project  
Rights Access, Restrictions, 
Possible copyright status, 
Publication Rights  
Rights  Restrictions  
Source Collection  Project, 
Subproject  
Index, List of 
Interviewees, Other 
Materials, Project, 
Series  
Subject Subject  Subject -- Library 
of Congress  
Subject(s)*  
Title Title, Collection Title Title  Title, Series Title  
Type  Item type, Genre   
 *both singular and plural 
in different interviews 
 *both singular and 
plural in different 
interviews 
 
Dublin Core 
elements 
(DCMI, 
2012) 
Center for Oral 
History and 
Cultural 
Heritage at the 
University of 
Southern 
Mississippi 
Regional History 
Project at the 
University of 
California Santa 
Cruz 
University of 
Nevada Oral 
History 
Program 
Samuel 
Proctor Oral 
History 
Program at 
the 
University of 
Florida 
Contributor Interviewee 
Name, 
Interviewer, 
Contributors, 
Author, Creator, 
Interviewee 
Interviewee, 
Interviewer  
Creator  
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Contributing 
institution, 
Interviewee  
Coverage Location, 
Coverage (time 
period) 
Location, 
Geographic 
Location.TGN 
  
Creator Interviewee 
Name, 
Interviewer, 
Interviewee   
Author, Creator, 
Interviewee  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer, 
Interviewed  
Creator  
Date Date, Date of 
interview  
Year Of 
Interview, Date 
Of Publication, 
Publication Date, 
Date (Inclusive) 
Interview 
Date, 
Published, 
Date 
Interviewed 
Publication 
Date  
Description Description  Abstract, 
Description / 
Abstract  
Description  Summary  
Format  Format, File 
size, File 
extension  
Original Size   Physical 
Description  
Identifier V. Number, 
Identifier  
Call Number, 
Collection 
Number  
Oral History 
#, UNOHP 
Catalog #  
System ID 
Language Language  Language, 
Languages 
 Language  
Publisher Publisher  Publisher   Holding 
Location  
Relation Discussed in, 
Mentioned in, 
See Also, 
Volume, 
Collection  
Project, Similar 
Items, Related 
Works, 
Publication Info, 
Separate 
Materials  
  
Rights Restrictions on 
Tape and 
Manuscripts, 
Rights  
Publication 
Rights, Copyright 
Statement  
Copyright / 
Use Notes  
Rights 
Management  
Source Discussed in, 
Mentioned in, 
See Also, 
Volume, 
Collection  
Project, 
Publication Info, 
Separate 
Materials, Series  
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Subject Topical 
Keywords, 
Subject  
Subject.LCSH, 
Subject.Local, 
Keywords  
LC Subject 
Heading  
Subject / 
Keywords  
Title Title  Title, Collection 
Title, Series Title  
Title  Title  
Type Resource type  Type   Physical 
Description  
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Appendix L 
Dublin Core elements (DCMI, 
2012) 
Total # 
corresponding 
elements 
(n=368) 
Total # oral 
history 
collections 
with 
corresponding 
element 
(n=10) 
Contributor 33 10 
Coverage 8 4 
Creator 32 10 
Date 25 9 
Description 24 10 
Format  16 7 
Identifier 15 9 
Language 9 7 
Publisher 18 7 
Relation 25 8 
Rights 19 10 
Source 26 8 
Subject 20 10 
Title 15 10 
Type 16 7 
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Appendix M 
DACS elements 
(SAA, 2007) 
Southern Oral History 
Program at the University 
of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill 
Louie B. Nunn 
Center for Oral 
History at the 
University of 
Kentucky 
Columbia 
Center for 
Oral 
History at 
Columbia 
University 
Reference Code Interview No., Interview 
number 
Accession 
Number, Call 
Number, Series 
ID 
Call Number  
Name and 
Location of 
Repository 
Digital Collection, Collection 
in Repository, Repository, 
Host 
Collection, 
Collection, 
Repository  
Location  
Title Title Title  Title, Other 
Titles  
Date Date, Interview date Interview Date   
Extent Number of pages, Duration, 
Size, # Items   
Number of 
Interviews  
Phys. Desc.  
Name of 
Creator(s) 
Interviewer, Interviewee, 
Author, Creator  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer, 
Interviewee(s), 
Creator  
Author  
Administrative / 
Biographical 
History 
Interviewee occupation, 
Interviewee DOB, 
Interviewee ethnicity, 
Historical Information  
 Project, 
Biographical 
Note, 
Biographical 
/ Historical 
Note  
Scope and 
Content 
Transcript, Interviewee 
occupation, Interviewee DOB, 
Interviewee ethnicity, 
Abstract, Project description, 
Description, Summary, 
Transcript access, Listening 
copy, Audio access, Life 
history, Field notes, 
Description, 
Themes, LC 
Subjects, 
Keywords, 
Summary  
Scope and 
Content, 
Material 
Type, 
Subject, 
Description, 
LC Subjects, 
Other 
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Photographs, Tapelog, 
Supplementary materials, 
Subject Headings, Scope and 
Content, Series / subseries 
description  
Subject 
Terms, 
Summary, 
Subjects 
(Genre), 
Abstract  
System of 
Arrangement 
   
Conditions 
Governing 
Access 
Restrictions, Restrictions to 
Access, Sensitive Materials 
Statement  
Interview 
Restricted, 
Access  
Access 
Conditions, 
Restrictions  
Physical Access Transcript, Transcript access, 
Listening copy, Restrictions 
to Access, Audio access 
Access, 
Transcript  
Location, 
Restrictions, 
Status, 
Material 
Type  
Technical 
Access 
Transcript access, Listening 
copy, Restrictions to Access, 
Audio access, Enhanced 
online interview  
Access, 
Transcript  
Location, 
Restrictions, 
Status, 
Material 
Type, Digital 
Content  
Conditions 
Governing 
Reproduction 
and Use 
Restrictions, Restrictions to 
Use  
Interview 
Restricted  
 Restrictions  
Languages and 
Scripts of the 
Material 
Language  Language  Languages  
Finding Aids    
Custodial 
History 
Provenance  Date digitized  Provenance, 
Acquired On  
Immediate 
Source of 
Acquisition 
   
Appraisal, 
Destruction, and 
Scheduling 
Information 
   
Accruals    
Existence and 
Location of 
Originals 
Transcript, Medium of 
Original, Format, Life history, 
Field notes, Photographs, 
Tapelog, Supplementary 
materials 
Master Type, 
Format, Type  
Phys. Desc.  
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Existence and 
Location of 
Copies 
Listening copy file type Type  Phys. Desc., 
Digital 
Content  
Related 
Archival 
Materials 
Project, Additional 
Descriptive Resources 
 Collection, 
Collection, 
Series, Source  
Project, 
Indexes, In, 
Also Listed 
Under, Other 
Titles  
Publication Note    
Note Notes, Citation, Preferred 
Citation  
 Notes  
Description 
Control 
   
 
DACS elements 
(SAA, 2007) 
Regional Oral History 
Office at the 
University of 
California Berkeley 
Institute for Oral 
History at Baylor 
University 
T. Harry 
Williams Center 
for Oral History 
at Louisiana 
State University 
Reference Code Call number   Tape  
Name and 
Location of 
Repository 
Repository, Digitizing 
sponsor, Collection  
Sponsor, Sponsor 
Location  
Collection, 
Collection URL, 
Contact and 
Ordering 
Information, 
Digital 
Collection, 
Repository  
Title Title, Collection Title Title  Title, Series Title  
Date Year Of Interview, 
Year Published, Years 
Conducted, Date 
(inclusive), Dates  
Interview details, 
Interview Date(s)  
Date Conducted, 
Date(s) of 
interview(s)*, 
Focus Dates, 
Interview Date(s) 
* 
Extent Number of Pages, 
Pages  
Number of 
interviews  
# Pages 
Transcript, 
Number of 
Interviews, Total 
Playing Time  
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Name of 
Creator(s) 
Author, Creator, 
Interviewee(s)*, 
Interviewers , Name  
Interviewee, 
Interviewer  
Principle 
Interviewers, 
Interviewee, 
Interviewee 
Name, 
Interviewee 
Name(s)*, 
Interviewer(s) * 
Administrative / 
Biographical 
History 
Acknowledgements, 
Biographical Sketch, 
Occupation, Interview 
History  
 Biographical 
Information  
Scope and 
Content 
Subject, Scope And 
Content Note, Project 
Description, 
Introduction  
Subject -- Library 
Of Congress, 
Interview details, 
Item type, Genre, 
(Description, 
transcript), 
(Description, sound 
Recordings), 
Summary  
Abstract, 
Description, 
Focus Dates, 
Identification, 
Time Period 
Covered, 
Subject(s)*, 
Summary, 
Project 
Description  
System of 
Arrangement 
   
Conditions 
Governing 
Access 
Access, Availability, 
Restrictions, Use 
Restrictions 
Rights  Audio 
Availability, 
Restrictions  
Physical Access Access, Availability   Access 
Interviews, 
Audio 
Availability  
Technical Access Access, Availability, 
Link to Transcript  
 Access 
Interviews, 
Audio 
Availability, Item 
URL, Listen to 
Audio  
Conditions 
Governing 
Reproduction 
and Use 
Restrictions, Possible 
copyright status, 
Publication Rights, Use 
Restrictions  
Rights  Restrictions  
Languages and 
Scripts of the 
Material 
Language, Languages 
Represented  
  
Finding Aids   Finding Aids  
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Custodial 
History 
Acknowledgements, 
Funding  
 Processing Status  
Immediate 
Source of 
Acquisition 
   
Appraisal, 
Destruction, and 
Scheduling 
Information 
   
Accruals    
Existence and 
Location of 
Originals 
Link To Transcript   Digital 
reproduction 
information, 
Format  
Existence and 
Location of 
Copies 
Link To Transcript   Digital 
reproduction 
information, 
Format  
Related Archival 
Materials 
Collection, Link to 
Interviewee's Website  
Project, Subproject  Index, List of 
Interviewees, 
Other Materials, 
Project, Series  
Publication Note Book contributor    
Note Additional Note   Cite As, Note  
Description 
Control 
   
 *both singular and 
plural in different 
interviews 
 *both singular 
and plural in 
different 
interviews 
 
DACS elements 
(SAA, 2007) 
Center for 
Oral History 
and Cultural 
Heritage at 
the University 
of Southern 
Mississippi 
Regional 
History Project 
at the University 
of California 
Santa Cruz 
University 
of Nevada 
Oral 
History 
Program 
Samuel 
Proctor 
Oral 
History 
Program at 
the 
University 
of Florida 
Reference Code V. Number, 
Identifier  
Call Number, 
Collection 
Number  
Oral History 
#, UNOHP 
Catalog #  
System ID 
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Name and 
Location of 
Repository 
Publisher, 
Contributing 
institution, 
Digital 
repository, 
Digital 
collection  
Owning 
Institution & 
Contact Info, 
Owning 
Institution 
Homepage, 
Repository  
 Holding 
Location, 
Source 
Institution  
Title Title  Title, Collection 
Title, Series Title  
Title  Title  
Date Date, Date of 
interview 
Year Of 
Interview, Date 
Of Publication, 
Publication Date, 
Date (Inclusive) 
Interview 
Date, 
Published, 
Date 
Interviewed 
Publication 
Date  
Extent Format   Pages, Extent, 
Original Size  
  
Name of 
Creator(s) 
Interviewee 
Name, 
Interviewer, 
Interviewee  
Author, Creator, 
Interviewee 
Interviewee, 
Interviewer 
Creator  
Administrative 
/ Biographical 
History 
Occupation Years Flourished, 
Occupation, 
Years Of Life, 
Biography  
Date 
Interviewed 
 
Scope and 
Content 
Location, 
Topical 
Keywords, 
Description, 
Coverage (time 
period), 
Resource type, 
Transcript, 
Subject  
Type, Location, 
Subject.LCSH, 
Subject.Local, 
Scope And 
Content, 
Description / 
Abstract, 
Keywords  
LC Subject 
Heading, 
Description 
Physical 
Description, 
Summary, 
Subject / 
Keywords  
System of 
Arrangement 
    
Conditions 
Governing 
Access 
Restrictions on 
Tape and 
Manuscripts, 
Rights  
Access, 
Copyright 
Statement  
 Rights 
Management  
Physical Access Restrictions on 
Tape and 
Manuscripts  
Access  Copyright / 
Use Notes  
 
Technical 
Access 
Restrictions on 
Tape and 
Manuscripts, 
File size, File 
Access, Link To 
PDF At E-
Scholarship, 
Viewing Note  
Copyright / 
Use Notes  
Permanent 
Link  
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extension  
Conditions 
Governing 
Reproduction 
and Use 
Rights  Publication 
Rights, Copyright 
Statement  
Copyright / 
Use Notes  
Rights 
Management  
Languages and 
Scripts of the 
Material 
Language  Language, 
Languages 
Copyright / 
Use Notes  
Language  
Finding Aids     
Custodial 
History 
Contributors     
Immediate 
Source of 
Acquisition 
Contributors  Acquisition 
Information  
  
Appraisal, 
Destruction, 
and Scheduling 
Information 
    
Accruals     
Existence and 
Location of 
Originals 
Resource type, 
Format, File 
size, File 
extension, File 
name  
Type, Physical 
Location  
 Physical 
Description  
Existence and 
Location of 
Copies 
Format, File 
size, File 
extension  
   
Related 
Archival 
Materials 
Discussed in, 
Mentioned in, 
See Also, File 
name, Volume, 
Collection  
Project, Similar 
Items, Related 
Works, 
Publication Info, 
Separate 
Materials, Series  
  
Publication 
Note 
    
Note Notes  Note, Preferred 
Citations, 
Indexing Note  
  
Description 
Control 
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Appendix N 
DACS elements (SAA, 2007) Total # corresponding 
elements (n=368) 
Total # oral history 
collections with 
corresponding element 
(n=10) 
Reference Code 15 9 
Name and Location of 
Repository 
27 9 
Title 15 10 
Date 24 9 
Extent 16 8 
Name of Creator(s) 31 10 
Administrative / 
Biographical History 
17 7 
Scope and Content 71 10 
System of Arrangement 0 0 
Conditions Governing 
Access 
20 9 
Physical Access 18 8 
Technical Access 27 9 
Conditions Governing 
Reproduction and Use 
15 10 
Languages and Scripts of the 
Material 
9 8 
Finding Aids 1 1 
Custodial History 8 6 
Immediate Source of 
Acquisition 
2 2 
Appraisal, Destruction, and 
Scheduling Information 
0 0 
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Accruals 0 0 
Existence and Location of 
Originals 
23 8 
Existence and Location of 
Copies 
10 6 
Related Archival Materials 32 8 
Publication Note 1 1 
Note 11 6 
Description Control 0 0 
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Appendix O 
Method of 
presenting 
description / 
metadata 
% 
(n=10) 
Results 
Finding aid 40 • Southern Oral History Program at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill: 
http://www.lib.unc.edu/mss/inv/s/Southern_Oral_History_Progra
m_Collection.html) 
• Regional Oral History Office at the University of California 
Berkeley: 
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/tf4s200481/) 
• T. Harry Williams Center for Oral History at Louisiana State 
University: such as 
http://www.lib.lsu.edu/special/williams/abstracts/indian/T838.ind 
• Regional History Project at the University of California Santa 
Cruz: such as 
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/tf396nb2dv/admin 
Catalog 60 • Southern Oral History Program at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill: 
http://search.lib.unc.edu/search?R=UNCb2454210 
• Louie B. Nunn Center for Oral History at the University of 
Kentucky: http://www.kentuckyoralhistory.org/ 
• Columbia Center for Oral History at Columbia University: such 
as http://clio.columbia.edu/catalog/4072690 and 
http://clio.cul.columbia.edu:7018/vwebv/holdingsInfo?bibId=407
2543 
• Center for Oral History and Cultural Heritage at the University 
of Southern Mississippi: http://www.usm.edu/oral-history/oral-
history-collections-z 
• Regional History Project at the University of California Santa 
Cruz: http://library.ucsc.edu/regional-history-project 
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Database  100 • Southern Oral History Program at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill: http://www.lib.unc.edu/dc/sohp/ 
• Louie B. Nunn Center for Oral History at the University of 
Kentucky: http://athena.uky.edu/cgi/b/bib/bib-
idx?c=oralhistbib;cc=oralhistbib;page=simple and 
http://exploreuk.uky.edu/?f%5Bformat%5D%5B%5D=oral+histo
ries 
• Columbia Center for Oral History at Columbia University: 
http://oralhistoryportal.cul.columbia.edu/ and 
http://library.columbia.edu/locations/ccoh/our_work/online_exhib
itions.html  
• Regional Oral History Office at the University of California 
Berkeley: 
http://bancroft.berkeley.edu/ROHO/collections/subjectarea/index.
html and such as 
http://content.cdlib.org/view?docId=hb938nb6fv;NAAN=13030
&doc.view=frames&chunk.id=div00001&toc.depth=1&toc.id=&
brand=calisphere and  
http://archive.org/details/solvingjournalis00chamrich 
• Institute for Oral History at Baylor University: 
http://digitalcollections.baylor.edu/cdm/search/collection/buioh/c
ollection/buioh) 
• T. Harry Williams Center for Oral History at Louisiana State 
University: 
http://www.louisianadigitallibrary.org/cdm/search/collection/TH
W  
• Center for Oral History and Cultural Heritage at the University 
of Southern Mississippi: 
http://digilib.usm.edu/cdm/landingpage/collection/co and such as 
http://www.lib.lsu.edu/special/williams/collections/indian.html 
• Regional History Project at the University of California Santa 
Cruz: such as http://escholarship.org/uc/item/6173d6k4 and 
http://digitalcollections.ucsc.edu/cdm/compoundobject/collection/
p265101coll13/id/3510) 
• University of Nevada Oral History Program: 
http://contentdm.library.unr.edu/cdm4/browse.php?&CISOREST
MP=results.php&CISOVIEWTMP=item_viewer.php&CISOMO
DE=grid&CISOGRID=oral,A,1;title,A,1;subjec,A,0;descri,200,0;
interv,A,0;20;oral,none,none,none,none&CISOBIB=title,A,1,N;o
ral,A,0,N;intera,200,0,N;none,A,0,N;none,A,0,N;20;title,none,no
ne,none,none&CISOTHUMB=20%20%284x5%29;title,none,non
e,none,none&CISOTITLE=20;title,none,none,none,none&CISO
HIERA=20;oral,title,none,none,none&CISOSUPPRESS=1&CIS
OTYPE=browse&CISOROOT=%2Funohp 
•  Samuel Proctor Oral History Program at the University of 
Florida: http://ufdc.ufl.edu/?g=oral&m=hhh 
 
